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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to the amendment filed on October 16, 2007. Claims 1-1 1 and 
14-23 are pending and have been considered below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-11, 21 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
bv Parker et al (5,600,789.) 

Claims 1, 21: Parker et al. discloses in a computerized system environment including 
computer-executable instructions, and one or more interfaces for accessing the 
computer-executable instructions, a method and computer program product having 
computer-executable instructions thereon, of testing the computer-executable 
instructions through each of the one or more interfaces using a single testing program, 
the method comprising the acts of: 

a. identifying a plurality of interfaces ("GUI-specific instantiations," 5:43-45; Fig. 1 : 
"1-2-3 for OPENLOOK", "1-2-3 for Motif, etc.) that are intended to access an 
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identified application program ("'logical' application," e.g. 1-2-3 application; 5:43- 
45); 

b. identifying an application program interface ("GUI superclass," 5:63-66) that is 
common to each of the plurality of interfaces that can access the application 
program, such that a function of the application program that can be accessed by 
each of the plurality of interfaces can be tested (Abstract); 

c. providing at least one representation of a first value ("T commands embodied in 
the test script", e.g. "MENU_Pick("File/Open")" and "TF_SetText("$Filename", 
"A"), Table 2) to the application program through the common application 
program interface (8:26-27); 

d. receiving a result from the application program (11:57-12:31); and 

e. based on the value of the result from the application program, determining that 
each of the plurality of interfaces is interoperable with the application program 
(i.e. validation: 3:63-67; 11:57-12:31.) 

Claim 2: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1, wherein the at least 
one representation of the first value is unique to at least one of the plurality of interfaces 
(8:26-53.) 

Claim 3: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 2, wherein the at least 
one representation of the first value is identified automatically prior to providing the at 
least one representation to the application program (3:63; 8:26-53.) 
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Claim 4: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1 , wherein the plurality of 
interfaces includes one or more of a telephone user interface, a graphical user interface, 
a command-line interface, and a machine-based interface (Fig. 15: 808, 810, 814.) 

Claim 5: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1, wherein the identified 
application program is an application program to be tested (Fig. 3; 6:56-7:12.) 

Claim 6: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1, further comprising 
generating a test program that is configured to access the identified application program 
through the identified common application program interface (7:13-30.) 

Claim 7: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 6, wherein the first value 
is provided to the application program by the test program through the identified 
common application program interface (3:63-67; Fig. 15: 800, 802, 806, 810.) 

Claim 8: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 6, further comprising 
identifying one or more other application program interfaces (i.e. a set of other GUI- 
independent references: 4: 9-12; or common classes: 17:23) that are common to the 
identified user interfaces (Fig. 15: 802.) 
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Claim 9: Parker et al. discloses method as recited in claim 8, further comprising 
converting the test program such that it is configured to access the identified application 
program through at least one of the one or more other application program interfaces 
(Fig. 13; 32:30-48.) 



Claim 10: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1, further comprising 
receiving one or more results from the application program through the corresponding 
one or more interfaces that are intended to access the application program (1 1 :57- 
12:31.) 



Claim 11: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 10, further comprising, 
based on the received one or more results, identifying an expected result by which the 
received one or more results can be compared (1 1 :57-1 2:31 .) 



Claim 23: Parker et al. discloses the method of claim 1, wherein providing at least one 
representation of a first value to the application program through the common 
application program interface comprises testing various isomorphisms of a value such 
that different forms of one or more values may be tested (column 6: Table 1 .) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 14-20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cordero etal. (20010044339) in view of Parker . 

Claim 14, 22: Cordero et al. discloses, in a computerized system environment including 
computer-executable instructions, and plurality of interfaces for accessing the computer- 
executable instructions, a method of testing an application program through each of the 
plurality of interfaces using a single testing program, the method comprising: 

a. identifying a plurality of interfaces that are intended to access an application 
program (par. 0059); 

b. sending a first value to the application program for each of the plurality of 
identified interfaces, wherein the first value is sent using an application program 
interface ("low-level, cross-platform, device independent layer of the comm 
engine" par. 75) that is common to each of the plurality of identified interfaces 
(par. 0052, 0075); 

c. receiving a plurality of results from the application program, wherein each result 
in the plurality corresponds to an identified one of the plurality of interfaces (par. 
0052, 0055); 

However, Cordero et al. does not explicitly disclose: 

d. comparing the plurality of results with each other to identify an expected result. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/761 ,666 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2174 

Parker discloses a method for an automated GUI interface testing, wherein the plurality 
of results are compared with each other (28:7-1 1) to identify an expected result (1 1 :57- 
12:31 .) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to compare the plurality of results with each other to 
identify an expected result, as taught by Parker , in the method as disclosed by Cordero . 
One would have been motivated to identify an expected result by comparing a plurality 
of results with each other so as to determine the functionality of the application program 
and to subsequently perform additional testing utilizing the expected result ( Parker , 
11:65-12:8.) 

Claim 15: Cordero et al. and Parker disclose the method as recited in claim 14. Cordero 
further discloses comprising sending a next value to the application program for each of 
the plurality of identified interfaces (par. 055.) 

Claim 16: Cordero et al. and Parker disclose the method as recited in claim 15. Cordero 
further discloses, further comprising receiving a next result from the application program 
that is based in part on the next value that has been sent to the application (par. 055.) 

Claim 17: Cordero et al. and Parker disclose the method as recited in claim 16. Cordero 
further discloses, further identifying that the application is interoperable with at least one 
of the identified interfaces by comparing the next result with the expected result (par. 
0012.) 
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Claim 18: Cordero et al. and Parker disclose the method as recited in claim 14. Cordero 
further discloses, further comprising generating a test program that is configured to 
access the application program through the identified common application program 
interface (par. 0069.) 

Claim 19: Cordero et al. and Parker disclose the method as recited in claim 18. Cordero 
further discloses, further comprising identifying one or more other application program 
interfaces that are common to the identified user interfaces (par. 0013, application code, 
hardware devices, comm. Protocols.) 

Claim 20: Cordero et al. and Parker disclose the method as recited in claim 1 9. Cordero 
further discloses, further comprising converting the test program such that it is 
configured to access the identified application program through at least one of the one 
or more other application program interfaces (par. 0013 - (software developer thus need 
only code (convert) to the cross-platform core, which is always the same regardless of 
the hardware platform or operating system)). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments, filed October 16, 2007, with respect to the rejection of 
claims 1, 14 and 21-23 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) and 103(a) have been fully considered 
but are persuasive. 
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6. Applicant's argument that Parker does not appear to teach "identifying a plurality 
of interfaces that are intended to access an identified application program" or 
"identifying an application program interface that is common to each of the plurality of 
interfaces that can access the application program...." has been fully considered but is 
not persuasive. The above mentioned limitations are disclosed in Parker as follows: 
identifying a plurality of interfaces ("GUI -specific instantiations," 5:43-45; Fig. 1: 
"1-2-3 for OPENLOOK", "1-2-3 for Motif, etc.) that are intended to access an 
identified application program ("'logical' application, " e.g. 1-2-3 application; 5:43- 
45); identifying an application program interface ("GUI superclass," 5:63-66) that 
is common to each of the plurality of interfaces that can access the application 
program. 

Applicant's argument that, " Cordero simply illustrates that a programmer can 
program to a cross platform core to simplify programming, rather than testing" has been 
fully considered but is not persuasive. In paragraph 29, Cordero teaches that "the cross- 
platform core has previously been tested and integrated with a plurality of hardware 
platforms." 

Applicant's argument that, " Parker seems to apply to a single test interface 
testing a single application" has been fully considered but is not persuasive, as specified 
above in response to Applicant's first argument. 

Applicant's argument that Parker appears to teach testing by verifying that an 
expected even occurred, rather than identifying an expected result, and comparing the 
multiple results with each other, has been fully considered but is not persuasive. In 
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column 28, lines 7-1 1 , Parker teaches that results from one interface are used to 
validate the correctness of a second interface. 

Applicant's argument that Parker does not disclose testing various isomorphisms 
of a value such that different forms of one or more values may be tested, is fully 
considered but is not persuasive. The cited Table 1 in Parker illustrates that different 
GUI-specific commands need to be utilized to send the same 'value' to the application, 
such as the example disclosed in column 8, line 43, "an abstract superclass command 
such as "get the button text label" would be translated into the GUI-specific command 
"XTGetValues" in the case of X Windows(tm)." Another variant to "get the button text 
label" would be sent depending on the GUI to which the command is issued. 
Alternatively, Parker also discloses testing for variants in column 29, lines 27 through 
38, including specifically for accommodating for differing formats of dates. 



Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew Belousov whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1695. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (alternate Fri off) EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-3800. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

AB 

December 13, 2007 



/David A Wiley/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



